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AITACHMENT 1

Paragraph 186 of September 20, 1996, Report and Order:

186. We require, pursuant to the mandate of Section 276(b)(1)(B), incumbent
LECs to remove from their intrastate rates any charges that recover the costs "
of payphones. Revised intrastate rates must be effective no later than April ..
lS, 1997. Parties did not submit state-specific information regarding the
intrastate rate elements that recover payphone costs. States must deten:nine
the intrastate rates elements that must be removed to eliminate any intrastate
subsidies within this time frame.

Paragraph 193 of November 8, 1996, Order on Reconsideration:

193. We required in the Report and Ordex that, pursuant to the mandate of
Section 276(b)(l}(B), incumbent LECs must remove from their intrastate rates
any charges that recover the costs of payphones. Revised intrastate rates
must be effective no later than AprillS, 1997: Because parties did not submit
state-specific information regarding the intrastate rate elements that recover
payphone costs, the Report and Order required that states must determine
the intrastate rates elements that mustbe removed to eliminate any intrastate
subsidies within this time frame.

Paragraph 30 of April 4- 1997, Order:

30. We emphasize that LECs must comply with all of the enumerated
requirementsestablishedinthe a oft •. ° except
as waived herein, before the LECs' payphone operations are eligible to
receive the payphone compensation provided by that proceeding. Both
independent PSPs and IXCs claim that some LECs have not filed state tariffs
that comply with the requirements set forth in the Order on Rcconsi.deration.
These requirements are: (1) that payphone service intrastate tariffs be cost­
based, consistent with Section 276, and nondiscriminatory; and (2) that the
states ensme that payphone costs for unregulated equipment and subsidies
be mnoved from the intrastate local exchange service and exchange access
service rates. LEe intrastate tariffs must comply with these requirements by
April 15, 1997 in order for the payphone operations of the LECs to be eligible
to receive payphone compensation. As discussed above~ LECs that have not
complied with these requirements will not be entitled to ·receive
compensation.
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STATE OF MISSOURI
PUBLIC S~RVICE COMMISSION

At a Session Cof the Public Service
Commissic'n held at: its office
in JeffeI'son City on the 11th
day of ~)ril, 1997.

'!Ilf!!ill:~

In the Matt:er of Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company's Revision to the General Exchange
Tariff, PSC Mo. No. 35, Regarding Ceregulated
Pay Telephone Service.

CASE NO. TT-97-345

ORpER APPROVlNG TARIFF REVISIONS. DENIING APPLICATIONS TO INTERVENE.
MOTIONS TO SUSPEND. AND MOTION FOR PROTECtIVE ORDER,

AND DENYING AS MOOT DISCOVERY BEOUESTS

On January 15, 1997, Southwestern 8ell TelE:phone Company [Sio1BT)

filed a proposed revision to its General Exchange Tariff, PSC Mo. No. 35,

Sections 18 and 34, pertaining to Semi-Public Telephone ServiCE! and

Customer-Owned Pay Telephone Serv:ce. The purpose of the fili~g is to

propose initial tariff changes required to deregulate ~ay Telephone Service

as required by the Federa~ Co~muni=ations Commission (FCC). See I:. the

Matter or Implementation of Pay Telephone Recla.ssification aDd Compensation

Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, C: Docket S'o. 35-128,

Report and Order (Fed. Com.'ll. Ccrnn'n, Sept. 20, 1996) and Order on

Reconsideration (Fed. Cornrn. Comm'~, Nov. 8, 1996). The proposed ~ariff

revisions bear an effective date of April 15, 1997. SWBT filed subs~itute

sheets on February 19 and o~ March 24.

On February 24, 1997, MCr Teleco~~unica~~ons Corporation (MCr)

filed with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) five

docu~ents: an application to intervene; a motion to su~pend SWBT's proposed

tar iff revisions, including an accompanying affidavit by Lane Kollen,

Certified PUblic Accountant (C.P.A,) a~d Certified Managemen~ Acco~ntant

(C.M.A.), and acc~pa~ying exhibits; a Motion For Protective Order, along
REGULATORY RECEIVED

FROM LEGAL DEPARTMENT



or

_____________.....: 1~

""it.h an exemplar of a protec":ive order used by the PUblic Utility

Commission of Texas: a first request for production of documents directed

to SWBT; and a first. set of interrogatories direct.ed to SWBT. MCl states

i~ its application to interve~e that i: has an interest in this proceeding

different from that of the general pu..blic because the proposed tariff

revision may affect. MCI's interests as a purchaser of access services and

as a provider of intrastate long distance services. MCI states that it

opposes SWBT's tariff revision for the reasons set forth in its motion to

s'..lspend.

In essence, Mcr states in i~s motion to sJspend that in order

for SWBT to become eligi~le for the ccmpensation amount of $45.85 per

payphone per month established by the FCC, SWBT )';lust first remove the

payphone subsidies from its regulated operations. Mcr contends that based

upon the methodology used at interstate level, the intrastate

deregulated payphone revenue requi=e~ent associated with the removal of

payphone investment and· associated expenses is a1=proximately $22.007

and thus SWBT s~oulc be requi=e~ ~o reduce i:5 i~~rastate common

carrier line (CCL) revenues by 522.807 milli~n. In s~Jport of this claim,

Mcr filed an affidavit exe~~~ej by :a~e K~l~e~, C.?.~. a~d C.M.A. Thus,

MCI req~ests that the Cc~~issio~ suspend S~BT's propo5ed tariff revis~ons

regarding the deregUlation of 9ay ~claphone service, i, order to allow Mcr

to complete its discovery =e~ardi~g SWBT's tariff filing, and to provide

an opportunity for a hearing on the removal of the payphone subsidy.

SWBT filed a response on :-1arch 4, 1997, stating that MCI's

motion for protective order and dis:overy requests ~re premature. SWBT

also objects to the use of a protec:ive order si~ila= to that used in the

Sta~e of Texas for the arbitration of in~erconnectioll agreements, on the
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basis that such a protec~ive order ~ould allow MCl's in-house experts to

review highly confiden~ial cost and rearketing information. swaT adds that

use of the Commission's s~andard pro~ective order would not prejudice MC!

since MCr has already hired an outsida expert to be involved in this case.

In addition, SWBT filed a second response on March 6, which responded to

r""!.q~.,.,,.,... • -lit

the merits of MCl's motion to suspend. SWBT states that MCl does not

identify a subsidy, but instead only identifies a revenue requirement

wi tholJt taking offsetti.ng revenues i:1to account. SWBT identified a

potential SUbsidy of $579,557 from the 1994 rate de!;ign approved by ~he

Co~~ission. However, since 1994, SWBT instituted an O~tional Payment Plan

in Case No. TT-96-21, which effec~ively eliminated the subsidy. Moreover,

SWBT contends that use of the cost of =apital recom,ended by MC! in its

arbitration case with SW3T, Case No. !O-97-40, 9.71 p~rcent, would reduce

ti"'.e cost recovery shortfall to O. l::ven use of the cos1: of capital utilized

by the Commission in the arbi~rat:.o~ case, 10.03 perc:nt, would result in

a substantial reduction cf ~~e subsldy from $579,557 to $40,557.

On March 10, the S~2.::: :=;:: tr.~ Co:tL'l1.ission (Staff) filed its

response to Mel's motion ~o suspeno. Sta:: states th~t it disagrees with

the quan~ifica~ion set :o=t~ i~ :~e a:fi~avi~ of L~ne Kollen, since it

ignores the revenue associated ui th 3''';3T's intrasta1:e payphone service.

Staff states that i~ has been working ~ith SWBT in an attempt to reconcile

all differences raised by ~he ~ariff filing, but believes that it is

unnecessary to suspend the tariffs as ~~C! bas requeste:i. Mcr subsequently

filed a reply to Staff's response on March 19. MCl recognizes that the

calculation of the payphone subsidy at ~he intrastate :iurisdiction involves

the calculation of the revenue requir~'l1.ent associated ~ith SWBT's Missouri

payphone operations as offset by ~he payp~one revenu~s that support that

revenue requirement. The core 0: ~CI's argument is that the Co~~~ssion
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should suspend SWBT's proposed tariffs and grant HCl in~ervention :n order

t~ allow Mcr to proceed with its discovery reque st.s and assist. the

Commission in determining the appropriate amount of the payphone subsidy

to be removed from intrastate CCL rates. :inally, SWBT filed a reply to

12 7' '~

MCl's reply to Staff's response o~ Mar:n 27. SWBT points out. that MCl

failed to address the rate of return :ssue inheIent in the subsidy

calculation. The potenti<:Ll subsidy was calculated using the FCC's

authorized return of 11.25 per=e~t. SW3T notes that i.: the Commission used

either the 10.03 percent return used in the arbitration case with MCl, or

the 9.99 percent return authorized ~n SW3T's last rate case, Case No. TC-

93-224, the purported suos~dy would be less than SSO,OOO.

On March 2.;1, Mi.dwesi: :ndepe:l.dent coi n Payphone Asso:iation

(MICPA) also filed a ~otion to suspe~d and ~ppli.cation to intervene. M:CPA

raises approhirnately ten issues:

1. SWBT's tariff does not unbundle coin line features from
the basic paypbone li.ne, and thUS, SWBT should be
requi red :'0 tariff "basic payphone lines" for i:s COCOT
and coin line servi:~s, and se~ara~ely ~a=iff the
features ~r functionalit~~s used with ~he basic ~ines.

2. MICPA co~te~ds that Answer Super/ision Li~e Side
Service and SCOCS service are priced well above their
cost, and since S~B1 only charges for these services fer
COCOT lines while incl~ai~g these services at no cost fer
coin lir.es, SWBl may not be pricin~1 its COCO! a;,,\d line
features at cost-based !<:Ltes, and therefore SWBT must be
required tc disclose its methods for pricing COCOT and
coin lines.

3. SWBT's tariff claims that it wilJ. provide coin line
service only "·..here the necessary faciE t:es are
available," therefore, S~BT must be required to ::lisclose
in which areas coin line service is "unavailable" and how
many 1 if any, paypho~es i': has cUl:rently installed in
such areas, in order to e~sure that no discrimination is
taking place.

4. Since t~e fCC orders permit payphone service providers to
set coin line end user rates for int=aLATA toll calls and
the rating of local oal:s, SWBT must permit independent
paypho:'le providers to set the in1t:.al time period, the
over~ime pe.::iods, and all rat.es ::o::responding t.o these
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rates for local calls, so that the independent payphone
pro·"iders are not required to use the preferred local
rates 0: SWBT's payphone division. !n addition, SWBT
should clari!y in its tariff that payphone providers can
set directory assi3tance rates ~nd the rates for
Directory Assistar.ce Call CompletioTl.

5. SWBT should be required to amend its tariffs to provide
that all non-emergency operator as~isted calls will be
sent to the operator service provider selected by the
payphone service provid~r.

6. SWBT should announce what its number assignment policy is
and how the policy ~s applied to SWBT's payphone division
and other payphone service provider~ .

7. SWBT provides independent payphone providers using coco'!
lines with an ''OJ'' code, which m,~rely indicates the
presence of calling restrictions and can be assigned to
a variety of non-payphone lines, While using a unique
"21" code w:-aich identifies calls a! payphone calls for
its coin lines. Cc:nsequently, havin; a unique screening
code automatically trans!l'.itted to the IXC provides SWBT
payphones with a tremendous advantaqe in the collection
of per-ca:l payphone compensation, ~nd thus SWBT should
clarify in its tarif! that it wi.Ll provide payphone
service providers using COCOT lines with a screening code
that ur.iquely identifies their line= as payphone lines.

8. Since operator services are a regulat~d service separable
from SWBT's deregula~ej payphone serv~ce, SWBT must
conseq~ently demonstrate that it is not SUbsidizing its
payphone cperatior.s cr discrimi::ating between its
payphone opc=ations and other paypho~e service providers
in the provision cf such services.

9. That to t~e extent ~here are any difEerencas in call set
up timing oet:ween COCOT 2. ir.es and co Ln lines, or bet.'.Jeen
any ir.deper.cent paypl10ne provider and the SWBT payphone
divisic~, SW8T ~us~ describe the differences in detail
and explain to the Commission what seeps it will take to
equalize ~i~ing i~ accordance with the FCC's
requirer:\ents.

10. SWBT si-.culd be required to describ; the procedures it
uses to ensure th~t SWBT's payphone division pays taxes
on the revenue ear~ed f=om its payphones.

On April 4, 1997, SW3'!' :i.led a response to MICPA's motion to

suspend. That response ~ay be s'~~arized as follows:

1. SWBT has met the fCC' s =equi=eroe~ts b'~cause the coin line
features utilized by SWBT's paypnone operations are part
of the co:n line and t~ese features are offered as part



of the SmartCoin l.ine to other paypl10ne providers under
tl'le sar.e terms and cor.di tions. 'Ihe:;e is no requi::ement.
that SWBT separa~ely -:.ariff Call Screening, Coin
Supervision, or any of the o~her functionalities
discussed by MICPA.

2. SWBT explains t.nat the cost ot providing Answer
Supervision for a COCOT l:"ne is qrea':er than the cost to
provide the same function for dumb :iets using SmartCoin
service, since Sma:-"tCoin is by definition a switch-based
coin func~ionality wh:"ch uses this eXisting signaling, at
minimal cost, to indicate ~hat the call has been answered
and billing should begin, while t.hE Answer Supervision
feature provided with smart sets must by necessity
deliver the signal from the central office to the
customer'S pay t~l;phcne se"t.

3. SWBT will provide Srn6rtCoin lines in any central office
Which currently serves any SWBT pa~phones. Where Sw~T

has dU1""..:o payphon::s, its competi tOl:S will be able to
purchase SmartCoin lines or COCOT lines.

4. The measureti.ent 0: local calls fron: payphones is not a
service whiCh SWBT provides ~o its OW1 payphone division,
therefore i. t is n.ot requ:red to p::ovide it for other
payphone providers. Since all direct~ry assistance calls
are ope:-atc: h~ndled. t~ese calls h<lve rates set by the
payphone :.::Irovioer. T::e same is true for Directory
Assistan~e Call Cc~p:etio~.

~. Currently, J.lr:tcst all p~ivate payp'r,ones are smart sets
using ceCOT service, wh .. ch allows t.he pay?hone service
provide: t.o select t~eir own operat.or service provider
and i~traLATA carr::r through programming in the smart
payphone. :Io\olever, sucsc::ibers u~ ing dumb sets with
Smart.Coi:'. service can:lot. select the operator service
provide: :0:: in-:.=<.:'A7A :.:aff::..c un:.i 1 intraLATA dialing
parity is i~pl~De~:'ed. ~eve:-theless, neither the Federal
Teleco~~u~icatio~sAct o~ :936 nor t.e fCC requires SWBT
"to imple:n.ent intr=.LATA dialing pa.ri ty for payphones
sooner t::an fer any other phones. In addition, the
telepr.one corr.pany sW'i t:::h cannot dl!termine in advance
Whether t.l-.e caller dialing "0" is making an emergency
call.

6. SWBT ..i:1 assign new payphone numbers randomly to both
its own ~aY9hone o~cra:ior.s and to Lndependent payphone
service provider~.

7. The FCC has al:ea=y ruled that SW5T may provide
originat.ing line screeni~q (OLS) by ~eans of SWBT's Line
Information Qata 3ase (LIDB) for all SmartCoin lines.
AN'I "27" digit.s \J1L be provided c:s ANI II. For all
COCO! lines, ANl: "'J7" dig:' ts will be provided as AJ.'JI II,
and a screening cede discretely identifying the line as
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a payphone will be provided to the lXC as part of the
originating line numbe= s::.reening rt:sponse from LIDB,

8. swaT's operatcr services are n~t part of
deregula~ed payphone service, and therefore
services are not add=e-ssed in this filing.

SWBT's
operator

9. SWBT's :-.etwork dc!:s nct di!ferentic\te between payphone
servi::.e pro'Jicers when handling call set up.

10. Deregulation will not affect the imposition of any
rnunicipa~ity's taxing policies, therefore MICPA's request
is irrel~vant to t~is docket.

Staff filed a memorandul":. or: 1-.pril 4 cor.taining its overall

recommendation regarding SWET's proposed tariff sheE:ts. The memorandum

contained an extensive diSCussion of t~e background of this case, including

an analysis of the FCC o!der~, t~~ ~eri~s of the motions to suspend, and

an analysis of whether tte ~ropo3ed tariff changes comply with the FCC

orders. By way of backgro~nd, Staf! iu~:c~~es that th~ FCC orders require

local exchange companies (LE':5) to (1) ra::,ove s'Jbs idies; (2) offer cos t.-

based :::-ates; (3 ) services to competitors in a

nondiscriminat.ory maniler ccnsis~e:".: wi :~. how i ~ provides those same

services ~o its own payph~~e O?era~l~r.s; (4) apply t.h~ multiline business

SLC to all lines to whi::h a p;;,ypr.one is a~t.ached: (5) E!stablish dernarca~ion

points fer payphone servic~ provi:ers ~t p3:-i ty '"Jl th that which it provides

to its own payphone opera:.io:ls; and (6) co~a.in state-approved ~ari:ffs p=ior

to the receipt of dial-around ccmpe~sa:.ioL from in~erexchange carriers

(IXCs) for its payphOI"les. ;:urrend y cial-around conpensation is set at

$45.85 per payphone per ~cnt~. Or. Cctcber 7, ~997, ~his compensation will

be set at $.35 per call, and on Oct.ober 7, 1998 this :cmpensation wil: be

set at the market rate (local coiro r2~e; in the al:sence of a specific

agreement between the !XC ~nd :.he p~\yphone provider.

With regard to s~eT's subsidy calculation, Staff maintains that

use of t.he last CO~~lssion-~u:'ho=izp.~ ra:.e 0: return (:1.99 percent) is more
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appropriate than using the interstate rate of return. Use of the 9.99

percent rate of return yields approximately $17,000 of revenue in ex~ess

of costs for SWBT's intra$tate payphone operations. F'Jr this reason, Staff

believes that no intrastate rate reductions are necessary. The

Commission's accounting departnent has reviewed SWOT's subsidy calculation,

....~
ij'dl

and has found SWBT's T:!ethodology to be apprcpriat.e. However, staff

specifically rejects SWBT's arguments that it is no longer under rate

base/rate of return regulation and its argument that ~o revenue reduc~ion

is necessary because of prior rate r~ductions such as the Optional Payment

Plan and Educational Viscount, whi~h exceed the sutsidy amount. Staff

recommends that the Commission reserve jUdgme:lt in t1.1S proceeding a;:; to

whether SWBT is no longer ~r.cer r~te base/rate of recurn regulation, and

recommends that t.he CO:T..i\J.ssion fin::i i:walic SflBT's ar·lll.":l.ent. that revenues

should not be reduced as a resul t. of t:-.e institut ion of the Optional

Payment Plan and Educat.ional Disco~nt.s.

With regarj to XICPA's mctio~ to suspend, staff states ~hat

MIC?A wants SWBT to ur.b~ndle ~aypho~e se=vic~ co an extent far beyond what

has been contemplat.ed oy tr.e FCC's o=ae=s. Staff i:; opposed to further

unbundling because "::-,e ::CC's req1.::.;e::-.e:.t.s r-.ave beE:n met, and because

further unbundling may nc~ ~e wlse f=o~ a public policy standpoint. For

example, the answer supervision utilized by d~b phone:; is an integral part

of the central office fur.ctio:1ality 3::d should not be unbundled froll\. "the

basic payphone line." In addi tien, Staff notes that 3WBT will not be the

"primary beneficiary 0: lot.S own low coin :-at.es," since payphone service

providers may utilize dumb phones un,jer SItIBT's propose·j t.ariff filing just

as SWBT does. FUrther, while MIC?A ques~icns whether SWBT is pricing its

services at cost based rates, SWB~ has supplied to the Staff support.ing

cost information which the Staff believes to be suffLcient justification
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for swaT's proposed rates. With regard t::l MICPA' s :~equest. that SWBT be

required to disclose how many payphones it. has and ;.n what areas, Staff

points out that this information is available to ~IC=A through Sv-1BT's

annual report to the Commissioo. Statf also q~est.ions t.he wisdom of timing

(setting initial time periods and overtime periods) for local payphone

calls, and SUbmits that such public policy questions are best addressed

outside of the context of a tariff filing. Finally, Staff states that

other objections by MICPA such as call set up time, ~ollection of taxes,

screening codes, and number assigr~ent are either technical issues not

relevant to the tariff process, issues best addressed in other federal or

st.ate commission proceedi~g$, or a~e not relevant to this docket at all.

Staff thus recommends that lhe Commission deny MICPA'~; motion to suspend,

and reiterates its recornI7\endation that the Corrcrnission deny MCI's motion to

suspend as well.

With regard to t~e prcpos~c ta!::'!! revisions themselves, Staff

first explains the dif:er;nce between smar: ?ayphones and dumb payphones,

then notes that SWE'? cl.l:-:::ent.ly offe'rs :'ines to ·"hich t.he smart payphones

can be attached, referred to as eCCOT or smart p3.yphone lines. In

addi tion, the tariff revisi:::ls will ::.ake avai:"able SmartCoin or ::i\.lr:'~

payphone lines, which can be I.lsed i:1 conj u"c :ion '"i th dumb payphones. The

SmartCoin service will provide payphone sen.'ice provi.ders with OLS, coin

supervision and administrat.ion, answer supervision, access to 911 and

operator services, sen~ paio quotes, automatic rate table and automatic

NPA-NXX update. SWBT proposes ~o offer frauc protection in the form of

selective class of call ~=reen~ng, answer supervision, bill number

screening, and instal:.a~ion of bas:':: services on ,\n unbundled basis.

SrnartCoin customers have ~he abili:y to Set and change, t.he rates in their

dumb phones for local sent paid calls whic~ do not recuire the assistance
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of an opera~or. In addi~ion, Staff states that SWBT ~ill provide SmartCoin

service customers the ability to astablisr. and chan~;e rates for operator

handled, intraLATA long distance and directory assista.nce call completion,

and sent paid calls, althcugh this is not required by either the FCC or the

Commission.

Staff also states that s~aT will provide its SmartCoin service

at a monthly rate of $12 in additicr. ~o the exis~ing charge of $30.70 for

its COCOT line rate. SWBT has sUh~i~ted cost study information in support

of its existing and propos~ci payphone services, and Staff has examined the

incremental cost data and SUbmits that SWBT's method of determining costs

is i.n compliance with ~he fCC's ordars. 5ased upon the cost data, Staff

f!I!~!!!I"~

believes that SWBT's proposed rates :0:

reasonable. In addition, St.aff :.ndicates

i t.s pa:tphone services

that i 1: believes SWBT

are

has

complied with the fCC's direc~ive regardir.g demarcation point standards.

Further, Staff notes that SWBT will apply ~ne rnultilin~ business SLC to all

payphone lines, rather th~n ~he resiG~T\tia: SLC which it currently applies

to ~he lines of customers ~ho ~tilize SWBT's semi-public telephor.e service.

Finally, Staff maintains tha~ approval of the proposed tariff sheets will

not contradict t~e Corrmissio~'s ap~eal ~: ~~e FCC's pafPhone o=der. Staff

concludes t~at SWBT's p::oposed :a::iff :ili:1g compLies ..... ith ':.he rec's

orders, and recommends t~at the Cc~ission approve ':he tariff sheets as

amended.

The Commission has t.horoughly reviewed the many filings in ~his

case, inclUding the mot:ons ~o suspe~d fi~ed by MCl and MICPA, and finds

that swaT's proposed tariff revis~ons are in compliance with the FCC's

orders, and should therefo=e be a:;::proved as amended. Since there is

adequate info=~~tion for ~he Comrnissio~ La find that the tariff revisions

comply ....ith the direc:i"/es of :'he fCC, the Commission finds that the
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suspension of t~e tariff revisions is unnecessaI'Y. Therefore, the

applications to intervene and motions to suspend filed by MCl and MICPA

should be denied. Since the tari!! revisions will not be suspended, MCI's

motion for protective order is unnecessary, and .,lill be denied. ~n

addition, Mel's discovery requests are denied as moot. The Commission

further finds that no intrastate rate reductions are necessary in

conjunction with SWBT's subsidy calculation, and finds that the rates

proposed by SWBT for its payphone services are just ~nd reasonable.

The Commission finds that approval of the tariff revision ·...ill

allow SWBT to comply with the FCC's condition precedent to obtaining dial­

around compensatio~ from IXCs, at a rate of $45.85 per payphone per month.

Additionally, independent payphone providers ~ill benefit from approval of

this tariff filing since they will now be able to use dumb payphones in

conj unction with SWBT's SmartCoin service. Moreo\'er, consumers c:::uld

potentially see the benefits of additional payphone competition. Further,

the Commission's decision in this case should not be construed as an

indication of whether or ~ot SwaT reffiains under rate base/rate of return

regulation. Finally ( ),n reaching its finding that intrastate rate

reduct:ons are unnecessary, '::le Comm:'ssi::::n has ne,t relied or. SW:aT's

arg~~ent that prior revenue reductions such as the Optional Payment Plan

and Educational Discounts should be considered in lieu of ordering a rate

reduction in this case.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED;

1. That the applica~ion to intervene, motion to suspend, and

motion for protective order filed by Mer Telecommunications Corporatio~ on

February 24, 1997, are hereby denied.

2. That the discovery requests filed by Mer Telecommunications

Corporation on february 24, 1997 are hereby denied a:. moot.
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3. That the application to intervene and motion to suspend

filed by Midwest Independent Coin Payphone Association on March 24, 1997

are hereby denied.

4. That the following revisions to SouthwE:stern Bell Telephone

Company's General Exchange Tariff P.S.C. Mo. No. 35, filed on January lS,

1997, as amended on February 19, 1997, and March 24, 1997, are hereby

approved to oecome effective April 1S, 1997;

Section 18

5th Revised Sheet 1 replacing 4th Revised Sheet 1,
6th Revised Sheet 2,
2nd Revised Sheet 3,
4th Revised Sheet 4,
Original Sheets 5, 6 arId 7.

Section 34

3
3.01
4
S

Sheet
Sheet
Sheet
Sheet

5th Revised Sheet 1 replacing 4th Revised Sheet 1
6th Revised Sheet 2 replacing 5th Revised Sheet 2
Original Sheet 2.01
Original Sheet 2.02
6th Revised Sheet 3 replacing 5th Revised
1st Revised Sheet 3.01 replacing Original
5th Revised sheet 4 replacing 4th Revised
9th Revised Sheet 5 replacing 8th Revised
Original Sheet 6

S. ~hat this Order shall beccr:le effectivl~ on April 15, 1997.

BY ~~E COMMISSION

Cecil !. Wright
Executive Secretary

(S E A L)

Zobrist, C~~., Crumpton, a~d

Drainer, CC., Concur.
McClure, C., Absent.

ALJ: Bensavage
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BEFORE THE CORPORATIO~CO"''''ISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHO\tA

APPLICANT: SOL'THWESTER:\' BELL )
TELEPHO~cCO~~~ )
RELIEF SOUGHT: AJ."i ORDER )
APPROVING PROPOSED REVISIOSS L."i )
APPLICANT'S GENERAL EXCHA.\;GE )
T.-\RlFF. ) CAUSE ~O. PUD oo161סס96

ORDER NO 41132~

HEARING: April 10. 1997
Before Roben E. Goldfield. Administrative Law Judge

APPEARANCES: Amy R. Wagner, Attorney
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

Mickey S. Moon. Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General. State of Oklahoma

='laney Thompson. Attorney
CoinLink L.L.C.

J. David Jacobson. Attorney
Cherolcee Conununications. Inc. and Oklahoma
Payphone Association

Kathy Kunc and Ron Comingdeer. Attorneys
Oklahoma Rural Telephone Coalition

Roben D. Allen and O. Carey Epps. Attorneys
AT&T Conununications of the Southwest, Inc.

Ronald E. Stakem, Attorney
MCI Teleconununications Corporation

Kim Blaylock and Bill Bullard. Attorneys
Chouteau Telephone Company. Cimarron Telephone Company.
Cross Telephone Company. Pottawatomie Telephone Company
and Totah Telephone Company

Cece L. Wood, Assistant General Counsel
Public Utility Division, Oklahoma Corporation Comrr"::isi.:ln

INTERIM ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

The Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma (Mthe Commission") being
regularly in session and the undersigned Commissioners being present and participating,
there comes on for consideration and action the Staff's Motion for Interim Approval of
Tariffs Subject to Refundrrrue-Up.

On June 6, 1996, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (MSWB") filed an
Application for approval of proposed revisions to Applicant's General Exchange Tariff. On
June 13. 1996. SWB filed a Motion for Protective Order. By Order No.to2730 dated
June 19. 1997. the Commission granted motions to intervene of the Attorney General of the
State of Oklahoma. Cherokee Communications, Inc.• Oklahoma Rural Telephone Coalition.
AT&T Communications of the Southwest. Inc.• CoinLink L.L.c.. MCl Telecommunications
Corporation. Chouteau Telephone Company, Cimarron Telephone Company. Cross
Telephone Company, Pottawatomie Telephone Company and Totah Telephone Company.
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By Order No. 402931 dated June 26. 1997, the Commission granted SWB's ~1otion for
Protective Order.

On September 20, 1996, SWB flIed an ."\mended Application. On January is. 199~.

SWB filed a Second Amended Application. On February 20. 1997, SWB filed a Third
:\mended Application. On March 7. 1997. SWB filed a Fourth Amended Application.

On March 21, 1997, the Oklahoma Payphone Association ("OPA") filed a Yfotion to

Intervene and Objections. On March 27. 1997, at the hearing of this motion. the intervention
was granted and the objections denied without prejudice to refile.

On April 4, 1997, the Staff filed a Motion for Interim Approval of Tariffs Subject to

Refundffrue-Up.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Commission fmds that it has jurisdiction over the above-entitled cause pursuant
to 47 U.S.c. § 252 (the Federal Act), Article IX, Section 18 of the Oklahoma Constitution.
17 O.S. (1996) § 131, et seq., and OAC 165:58.

The Commission further finds that the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC)
has issued a ~Repon and Order" and an "Order on Reconsideration" (~FCC Orders") in CC
Docket Nos. 96-128 and 91-35 which establishes that ~all required tariffs ... must be filed
no later than January 15, 1997 and must be effective no later than April IS, 1997." In
addition, the FCC Orders have placed the responsibility for review and approval of the filed
tariffs upon the states and directed each state to ensure that the tariffs for payphone services
be: 1) cost based; 2) consistent with the requirements of Section 276 of the
TelecollJinunications Act of 1996, for example, the removal of subsidy from exchange
services; and 3) non-discriminatory.

The Commission finds that due' to the mandate to have tariffs effective by April 15.
1997, ~:-t Interim Order should be issued in this Cause allowing SWB's tariffs to go into
effect on an interim basis subject to refund with interest/true-up pending investigation and
analysis of the tariffs by Staff, and final approval by the Commission.

The Commission funher finds that implementation of these tariffs on an interim basis
subject to refund with interest/true-up, will ensure that no payphone service providers are
disadvantaged once pennanent rates are approved by this Commission.



~1d~M;
CHARLOTIE W. FLANAGAN, tary
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ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE THE ORDER OF THE OKLAHOM-\ CORPOR.-\TIO:-';
COM.MISSION that the proposed revisions in Applicant's General Exchange Tariff are
hereby permitted to go into effect April 15. 1997.on an interim basis subject to refund with
interest/true-up. pending thorough investigation and analysis of the tariffs by Staff and final
approval by the Commission.

COMMISSION OF OKLAHO:V1A

it, -;;(/d{~<f
CODY L. YES Chairman

, ! 11 -I/-
o} /- I{I/""'-I.. V'-.~'\A.

BOB AJ.4.rrHONY. Vice Chainnan

~a~
ED APPLE.Co~

DONE AND PERFORMED THIS IS- DAY OF APRIL. 1997. BY ORDER OF THE
COMMISSION:

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW .JUDGE

The foregoing Findings and Order are the Report and Recommendations of the
Administrative Law Judge.

ROBERT E. GOLDFIELD
Administrative Law Judge

DATE



DOCKET ~O. 16890

APPLICATION OF SOUTHWESTERN
BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY TO
REVISE CUSTOMER-OWNED PAY
TELEPHONE SERVICE (COPTS)
TARIFF IN COMPLIANCE WITH
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION (Fcq ORDERS

§
§
§
§
§
§
§

PUBLIC ~~_;~~~~ION

OF TEXAS
r'. .

_ J. __ .

~ i .~.-

ORDER NO. 6 .
GRANTING INTERIM APPROVAL OF THE APPLICAttON; *

SUSPENDING EFFECI1VE DATE;
APPROVING NOTICE ./'

. ' ...

Granting 1ntt!rim ApproYGl of tilt! Applictltiora. On 15 January 1997, Southwestern Bell Telephone

Company (Applicant) filed the above-referenced application to revise its General Exchange Tariff in

compliance with orders issued by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in CC Docket 96-128.

relating to payphone deregulation. Specifically, the FCC ordered all incumbent local exchange companies

to ""remove all subsidies" and reclassify "pay telephone equipment assets from regulated to non regulated

status," and to file tariffs effecting such changes by 15 January 1997, with an effective date of not later

than IS April 1997. On 11 February 1997, the Public Utility Commission of Texas (Commission) ruled

that an interim order issued by 15 April 1997 will satisfy the FCC's required effective date. Interim

approval appears appropriate, since the undersigned administrative law judge will recommend to the

Secretary of the Commission that this matter be referred to the State Office of Administrative Hearings.

thus rendering final disposition by 15 April 1997 unlikely.

Pursuant to P.D.C. PROC. Il22.125, based on the agreement of all parties, interim approval of the tariff

revisions proposed in this application, as revised on 26 February 1997 and 4 April 1997, is hereby

granted, effective 15 April 1997, subject to refund or surcharge to the extent that the interim rates differ

from the rates ultimately established by the Commission. Entry of this order does not constitute a

Commission determination that the applicant has complied with the substantive requirements and

mandates of the FCC's orders, including the cenification requirements specified in Paragraph 131 of the

Order on Reconsideration issued 8 November 1996.

SIttSpt!ndillg Efft!etiw DtJte. Pursuant to P.U.C. SUBST. R. 23.24{j), operation of the proposed tariff

revisions is hereby suspended for a period of 185 days from the filing date. until 19 July 1997.
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Approving /Volia. Ths application included a proposal for notice. addressing both text and manner ot

provision. \·i: .. by direct mail to all payphone customers. Pursuant to P.U.c. PROC. R. ~~.55. said

proposal is hereby approved and required to be prolrided. Applicant shall file proof of notice upon

completion.

SIGNED AT AUSTIN, TEXAS the ~ day of Apri1.1997.

PUBLIC UTn..ITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS

~~iCK...
SUSAN BUTIERi
ADMTh1STRATIVE LAW JUDGE



@ Southwestern Bell

June 6, 1997

Mr. John Feeley
AT&T Companies
1100 Walnut., Rm. 0625-2
Kansas City, MO 64106

Larry Hull
Vice President-General ~lanager

Puhlic Communications

Southwestern Bell Teleohone
1010 l\. St. ~lar:"s, Room SOl
P.O. Box :'2780
San Antonio, Texas iS1S9·1i80
Phone Z10 351·iSOO

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RECEIVED

JUN t 7 '997

11,1,1 11,1""

Dear Mr. Feeley:
Fedanl C"II···" .

iQ "H~'fHHHC';!"'ion~~ ••
C~"r " , . t '.' • ",,()mmICSlon
'''i,,6 ('j 5ecI'Ctary

Pursuant to the Order on Reconsideration, FCC 96-439 (Nov. 8, 1996), each IXC with annual toll revenues
in excess of S100M, is responsible for payment of its proportionate amount of the flat-rate interim
compensation charge of $45.85 per payphone to payphone service providers (PSPs). The Order on
Reconsideration (paragraphs 131 and 132) also enumerated certain requirements applicable to all LEC's
and required that RBOC LECs have an approved CEl plan. To be eligible to receive compensation, the
FCC determined that a LEC, including RBOC LECs, must be able to certify that the LEC has complied
with all applicable requirements.

SWBT has previously provided such certification to AT&T Companies by letter dated June 4, 1997.
Accordingly, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) will be forwarding a bill for compensation
to you in the near future. At that time, two documents will be sent to you, the Ancillary Services Billing
System Summary Report (the "AS310 report") and a Billing Document, The first bill will cover the time
period April 15, 1997 through May 31, 1997. Thereafter, you will receive a bill for each succeeding
calendar month.

The AS310 report will be created monthly and will include the number of SWBT payphones subject to

billing and associated charges, itemized by state, and will be mailed via regular U.S. mail during the
second week of the month. This will be your official notification of charges due.

The Billing Document will list the current charges due for the preceding month, and any unpaid balance
from previous months. The main purpose of the Billing Document is to provide you with a return
document for payment.

We intend to send the first bill for AT&T Companies to National Payphone Clearinghouse, 201 East 4th
Street, Room 102-980, Cincinnati, OH 45201. Payment is due fifteen days after the June 30, 1997 COPT
Quarterly Data File is issued. Thereafter, we will bill monthly for interim payphone compensation, and
payment will be due thirty days after each bill is issued. lffuture bills should be directed to another person
or address, or if you have any specific questions regarding your bill, or wish to propose other billing terms,
please advise Ron Bartnett at (210)351-7846.

Sincerely,

Larry Hull



CC: National Payphone Clearinghouse
John Feeley, AT&T Corporation
Bill Schindler, Area Manager-Regional Sales
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June 6, 1997

Mr. John Hogue
Staff Director-Industry Relations
Sprint Communications Co.
8140 Ward Parkway
Kansas City, MO 64114

Dear Mr. Hogue:

Larrv Hull
Vice President-General ~lanager
Public Communications

Southwestern Bell Telephone
1010 ;.;. St. ~lar:"s, Room 901
P.O. Box 2i80
San Antonio, Texas i5299·2i80
Phone 210351·i800

.",--".

Pursuant to the Order on Reconsideration, FCC 96-439 (Nov. 8, 1996), each IXC with annual toll revenues
in excess of S100M, is responsible for payment of its proportionate amount of the flat-rate interim
compensation charge of $45.85 per payphone to payphone service providers (PSPs). The Order on
Reconsideration (paragraphs 131 and 132) also enumerated certain requirements applicable to all LEe's
and required that RBOC LECs have an approved CEI plan. To be eligible to receive compensation, the
FCC determined that a LEC, including RBOC LECs, must be able to certify that the LEC has complied
with all applicable requirements.

SWBT has previously provided such certification to Sprint Communications Co. by letter dated June 4,
1997. Accordingly, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) will be forwarding a bill for
compensation to you in the near future. At that time, two documents will be sent to you, the Ancillary
Services Billing System Summary Report (the "AS31 0 report") and a Billing Document. The first bill will
cover the time period April 15, 1997 through May 31, 1997. Thereafter, you will receive a bill for each
succeeding calendar month.

The AS310 report will be created monthly and will include the number of S\VBT payphones subject to
billing and associated charges, itemized by state, and will be mailed via regular U.S. mail during the
second week of the month. This will be your official notification of charges due.

The Billing Document will list the current charges due for the preceding month, and any unpaid balance
from previous months. The main purpose of the Billing Document is to provide you with a return
document for payment.

We intend to send the first bill directly to you. Payment is due fifteen days after the June 30, 1997 COPT
Quarterly Data File is issued. Thereafter, we will bill monthly for interim payphone compensation, and
payment will be due thirty days after each bill is issued. If future bills should be directed to another person
or address, or if you have any specific questions regarding your bill, or wish to propose other billing terms,
please advise Ron Bartnett at (210)351-7846.

Sincerely,

Larry Hull



cc: Judy Henke, Area Manager-Regional Sales



June 6, 1997

Mr . Rick Heitmann
Associate General Counsel & Vice President
State Regulatory Policy
Worldcom
515 E. Amite Street
Jackson, MS 39201-2702

Dear Mr. Heitmann:

Larr)' Hull
\ke President-General :--lanager
Public Communications

Southwestern Bell Telephone
1010:". St. Mary's. Room 901
P.O. Box 2780
San .~tonio, Texas i8299·2i80
Phone 210 351·7800

I!'!!ii!jl~

"

Pursuant to the Order on Reconsideration, FCC 96-439 ()iov. 8, 1996), each LXC with annual toll revenues
in excess of $100M, is responsible for payment of its proportionate amount of the flat-rate interim
compensation charge of $45.85 per payphone to payphone service providers (PSPs). The Order on
Reconsideration (paragraphs 131 and 132) also enumerated certain requirements applicable to all LEe's
and required that RBOC LECs have an approved CEI plan. To be eligible to receive compensation, the
FCC determined that a LEC, including RBOC LECs, must be able to certify that the LEC has complied
with all applicable requirements.

SWBT has previously provided such certification to Worldcom by letter dated June 4, 1997. Accordingly,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) will be forwarding a bill for compensation to you in the
near future. At that time, two documents will be sent to you, the Ancillary Services Billing System
Summary Report (the "AS310 report") and a Billing Document. The first bill will cover the time period
April 15, 1997 through May 31, 1997. Thereafter, you will receive a bill for each succeeding calendar
month.

The AS310 report will be created monthly and will include the number of SWBT payphones subject to
billing and associated charges, itemized by state, and will be mailed via regular U.S. mail during the
second week of the month. This will be your official notitication of charges due.

The Billing Document will list the current charges due for the preceding month, and any unpaid balance
from previous months. The main purpose of the Billing Document is to provide you with a return
document for payment.

We intend to send the first bill directly to you. Payment is due fifteen days after the June 30, 1997 COPT
Quarterly Data File is issued. Thereafter, we will bill monthly for interim payphone compensation, and
payment will be due thirty days after each bill is issued. If future bills should be directed to another person
or address, or if you have any specitic questions regarding your bill, or wish to propose other billing terms,
please advise Ron Bartnett at (210)351-7846.

Sincerely,

Larry Hull



cc: Jack Biermann, Area Manager-Regional Sales
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June 6, 1997

Ms. Ann Scott
Director-Carrier Relations
LCI International Telecom Corp.
8180 Greensboro Dr., Ste. 800
McLean, VA 22102

Dear Ms. Scon:

Larry Hull
Vice President·General ~lanager
Public Communications

Southwestern Bell Telephone
1010 :':. SI. ~lary's, Room 901
P.O. Box 2780
San Antonio, Texas 78199·2780
Phone 210 351·7800

Pursuant to the Order on Reconsideration, FCC 96-439 (Nov. 8, 1996), each IXC with annual toll revenues
in excess of S100M, is responsible for payment of its proportionate amount of the flat-rate interim
compensation charge of 545.85 per payphone to payphone service providers (PSPs). The Order on
Reconsideration (paragraphs 131 and 132) also enumerated certain requirements applicable to all LEC's
and required that RBOC LECs have an approved CEI plan. To be eligible to receive compensation, the
FCC determined that a LEC, including RBOC LECs, must be able to certify that the LEC has complied
with all applicable requirements.

SWBT has previously provided such certification to LeI International Telecom Corp. by letter dated June
4, 1997. Accordingly, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) will be forwarding a bill for
compensation to you in the near future. At that time, two documents will be sent to you, the Ancillary
Services Billing System Summary Report (the "AS310 report") and a Billing Document. The first bill will
cover the time period April 15, 1997 through May 31, 1997. Thereafter, you will receive a bill for each
succeeding calendar month.

The AS310 report will be created monthly and will include the number of SWBT payphones subject to
billing and associated charges, itemized by state, and will be mailed via regular U.S. mail during the
second week of the month. This will be your official notification of charges due.

The Billing Document will list the current charges due for the preceding month, and any unpaid balance
from previous months. The main purpose of the Billing Document is to provide you with a return
document for payment.

We intend to send the first bill directly to you. Payment is due fifteen days after the June 30, 1997 COPT
Quarterly Data File is issued. Thereafter, we will bill monthly for interim payphone compensation, and
payment will be due thirty days after each bill is issued. If·future bills should be directed to another person
or address, or if you have any specific questions regarding your bill, or wish to propose other billing terms,
please advise Ron Bartnett at (210)351-7846.

Sincerely,

Larry Hull


